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Applicant Initiated Interview Request Form 



Application No.: ^Q^^aa.s^ 



Examiner: ChukaClomentNdublzu 



First Named Applicant: Michaou. /^rf.to > 

Art Unit: 37^^ Status of Application: Ponding 



Tentative Participants: 

(1) Examlnw Chuka Clement Ndublzu 



(2) AltomeyWliriamB. Slate 



(3L 



(4L 



Proposed Date of Interview: 



11/20/2007 



Proposed Time; 



Type of Interview Requested: 

(1) \B Telephonic (2) □ Personal 



Exhibit To Be Shown or Demonstrated; [ ] YES 
If yes, provide brief description: 



(3) [ I Video Conferenee 



Issues To Be Discussed 



Issues 

(Rej., Obj., etc) 



0). 



Raj. 



(2) J!1 

(3) 



Claims/ 
Fig.itfs 



vartouB 



Discussed Agreed 



Prior 
Art 

double patenting 
'004 and '978 



(4) 

[ ] Continuation Sheet Attached 

Brief DescriptioD of Arguments to be Presented: 



[ ] 
[] 
[] 
[] 



[ ] 
[ 1 
[ ] 
[] 



Not Agreed 

[] 
[ ] 
[ ] 
[] 



An interview was conducted on the above-identified application on ^ 

NOTE; T his form should be completed by applicant and submitted to the examiner in advance of the interview 
(see MP£P§ 713.01). 

This application will not be delayed from bsue because of applicant's failure to submit a written record of this 
interview. Therefore, applicant is advised to file a statement of the snbstance oTthis interview (37 CPR 1.133(b)) 
as soon as possible. 

Applicant/Applicant's Representative Signature Exkminer/SFE Signature 

William Q. Sfato 

Typed/Printed Name of Applicant or Representative 

374238 

Registration Number, if applicable 

Tkts co!le£tlon of infarmatloD ta rcqaired by 37 CPR 1.133. The InformAtlon k required Co obtain or retain B benefit by the public wlileh U to file (and by the 
USPTO to procesi) an application. Conlldeatlallty li sovemed by 3S VAC. 121 and 37 CFR 1.11 aad 1.14. This collection b eatlmatcd to taka 21 mlnutu to 
complete, including gatbering, preparing, and aubmHtlnc the completed ippllcadon forn to the USPTO. Time fvill vary depaadiag upon the Individual caie. A»y 
comment! on the amount of tima yoii requii^e to complete thli form and/or auggeitlDna for roduclag thU burden, should be mm to the Chief Informatloo Officer, 
VS, Patent and Trademark Qfficet U.S. Department of Commerce, P.O. Box 1490, Alexandria, VA 22313-1 4Sa DO NOT SBND FEES OR COMPLBTBD FORMS 
TO THIS ADDRESS. SEND TO: Commissioner for Patcnta, P.O. Box 14S0, AlcxandHji, VA 22313-1450. 

If you need asshiance in complettng the form, call l'800-PTO-9I99 and select option 2. 
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lg)003 



Double Patentinjg 

Claim 1 was provisionally rejected under the judicially created doctrine of 
obviousness-type double patenting as being unpatentable over claim 1 of copending application 
10/733,544. Applicants respectfully traverse the rejection. 

In addition to the reasons previously noted, additional structural language has been added 
to claim 1 of the *544 application to identify hangers, 

Claim ReiectionS'3S U.S.C. 103 

Claims 1-3, 5, 6, 10, and 1 1 were rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable 
over Hunter, Jr. (US5494004) in view of DeMart (US2668978) Applicants respectfully traverse 
the rejection. 

At page 3 of the OfGce action, there is clearly no support for the assertion of a plurality of 
separable segments and theii* support on respective associated trolleys. The Office action appears 
to effect some combination of bootstrapping and overly creative interpretation wherein a single 
four-wheel combination is asserted against the claim. It is clear that the meaning of the claim 
requires more than this. The apparent interpretation vitiates the phrase "associated one of the 
plurality of trolleys". Even giving credit to the asserted trolley and segmentation. Hunter, Jr. 
merely involves a single trolley supporting all the segments. 

DeMart appears to involve a suspended lance. There does not appear to be the claimed 
association of segments and trolleys. As with Hunter, Jr., if this is an inteipretational issue, it is 
hoped that appropriately distinguishing wording can be agreed upon. 

The asserted motivation to combine "in order to provide an apparatus as rugged and 
would prevent the sagging of blower lance tubes as taught by DeMart" is merely conclusory. 

What is the nature of the proposed combmation? What form of additional trolleys are 
being added to Hxmter, Jr, and where? What support is there for any Assertion that Hunter, Jr. 
lacked ruggedness and was subject to sagging? How would the modifications not interfere with 
basic operation of Hunter, Jr. (e.g., its articulation)? 

. In the prior February 12, 2007 action, it was asserted that "a plurality of segments and 
each segment supported atop a single associated one of the plurality of trolleys is an obvious 

1 
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variation over Hunter." Office action, page 4, lines 3-4. This is not the asserted "mere duplication 
of parts" as in the addition of an extra reinforcing rib in the cited In ne Harza case* Apiplying the 
mere duplication of parts theory to Hunter, Jr. would be, for example, if Applicants claimed 
cleaning a furnace with two Hunter, Jr. devices. 

r 

The provision of multiple trolleys and multiple segments is riot suggested by Hunter, Jr. 
As noted in the specification, these may provide modularity and ease of assembly. 

Claims 8 and 9 are believed patentable for the same reason as is the subject matter of 
underlying claim 1 . 

The added claims identify various other aspects of the modularities for which there is no 
suggestion. 

Claims 8, 9, and 12 were rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over 
Hunter, Jr. in view of DeMart. Applicants respectfully tmverse the rejection. 
Similar questions and arguments apply as are noted above. 

The connection of sewer pipes is not believed informative. iThere is no basis for asserting 
the obviousness of the modification. Furthermore, the modification ^ould clearly interfere with 
the articulation of Hunter, Jr. In the absence of a detailed characterization of the physical nature 
of any combination. Applicants are not in a position to identify further deficiencies. 

i 

Claim 7 was rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over Hxmter, Jr. in 
view of DeMart, and further in view of Heering et al. (US5950572). Applicants i«spectfully 
tmverse the rejection. 

In the prior February 12, 2007 action, col. 3, lines 25-27 of Heering et al. were cited 
which read: "Slide 7 is pressed against lance box 5 by a compression spring which applies the 
necessary sealing force by way of a space sleeve 14 and O ring 15." The combination was 
asserted "in order to provide an apparatus th^t ensures gas tightness 4nd motion along the 
protection against high temperatures.,." Office action, paragraph spaiining pages 4 and 5. There is 
no reason why one of ordinary skill in the art would attempt such a raodifipation. One need only 
look at the figures of Hunter, Jr. and Heering et al. and be perplexed ^as to how such a proposal 
could be implemented. Look at Hunter, Jr. FIG. 2 and Heering et al. FIG. 2. these are 

2 
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substantially different physical situations. There is no reason why one would attempt to make any 
modification of Hunter, Jr. based upon Heering et al. There has beert no identification of how this 
could be done without inter! ering.with the basic operation of Hunter; Jr. 

At page 8 of the present Office action, a Summary passage Was asserted as identifying a 
compression spring. In the Detailed Description section, a compression spring is identified as 
element 13. Assuming this to be the spring. Applicants wish to discuss its role, which appears to 
be related to sealing. 



3 
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